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Dh i&aijjurocitton wHtih staff from tfhe Environmental Impact and Marine
fewmdh,, tt Ihwt uŵ wefl tDie iROT), the Baiter sampling proposal , and
l »w|)lLlim£ lf*{(po»*l *OT tlhe 'Hyson1* Damp Site. After our site
n /hiigwyt $$, 1 «IL«o <c«ms>al.t«d 'wltli iRon Preston and Dr. Roy Smith

Ultit itliwltipMnmnnicsl Sewi<*s iDlvit̂ sl-oTi «1>out rte feasibility of using
«it tiht slice ito .»s«e*«

Wt to-tmiljwill tlh«t <« «UigihL$lt'C«nt iportion of the area north of the
tip** wm wetlands., .AliclhO'ugjh a 'detailed jurisdlctional evaluation

ihtttt: imriltH ItUwnits tltnlto«%lt'v« «<f wtlana areas Including cattail,
met *nd olivet imaiple, Tus'hes, common rush, smart

._. mxht, and *i|)l*t Ibus'h, iDhe '̂ twlous wetltsna functions In the area are
<MtH«t *H'Mi«jjth wHMWtfe Ihttbtat, Slid ipasslve recreation. The wetland
im»̂  «lw« It* «onturltlbbitbftg to inutirltn't re'tentloti, food chain support,

l Ibcltw *Tt *ominentt* <on tihe two sampling proposals. Although
lb(A)h if̂ pWdtlLt Ihiwe iitittltc*, inett.itlhet iproiposal will adequately identify

«nvtwmwniii«1L Uiitipftdts UTI tlhe 'we'Clana/floodplaln area. The
i « 2̂ «y fit'eld reconnaissance and wetland
xl'CHit.y tttst*, and 'three sediment bioassays
Ihe Biffl ]pro;posal 1« less extensive and Includes

.-anti <coU«ctlt'Oin -of H5 'soil/ sediment samples.

1U Hht ftel'il ittoonnaHwBnce «dheraes tn tine final proposal should
It* SU/ffittttorfiJly ̂ onlpwihcnsl've «o 'flelinea'Ce the wtland boundaries should

iMmwvstl. Ibe idhooen a« « iraraedlal 'action. If excavation Is
wuWI iprdbnibly ireoommend 'ths't these .areas be restored.

witotl <onn<aU t«cir«ait:tiing ipre-wccavatlon elevation, topsoil
.«nll «etl«cicell ireoeeflil'ng-. Vou -s'hould also be aware that

-s ((widh as itihwt iproiposed by Baker) are typically
Un <M« iregard, t'he Baker proposal for wetland

mtty the itioo «VC«n8ttg>e ,«nd ic'he lERH {proposal would probably
tbt i
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2. Baker proposes acute bloassays on sediment etultrlates collected
at! a) the area near sample 840063, b) the small pond receiving drainage
from the tributary approximately 300' west of the signal tower and c) an
upstream Schuylklll River sediment sample, The ERM proposal does not
Include bloasaays. At a minimum, a bloassay should be done at one location,
I.e., the upgraded air stripper effluent.

Both acute and chronic bioassays will provide LCSO'a, however, the
7-day chronic growth test on Pircephales pronelaa should be used to assess
the potential of long term toxlclty. Because of ltn sensitivity, I
recommend that the 7-day life cycle tests on Cerlodaptinla Sp. also be
used.

In addition to these changes in methodology, 1 also recommend
different sampling locations. As noted by FWS, vegetation was stressed
at the first proposed location, however the stressed area Is surrounded
by a large pile of railroad ties. The presence of napthalene,
phenanthrene, and pyrene in sample 840063 suggests that contamination
may be partially a result of creosote in the railroad ties. Trichloro-
propane was detected In the sample and contamination may also be
originating from onslta, however, the bioassay results will not
distinguish between the sources of toxiclty. I recommend, therefore,
that the bioassay be done on sediments collected at the western edge
of the pond.

The second proposed site Is also unsuitable for similar reasons.
The small Impoundment Is vegetatlvely stressed, however, It Is largely
within the railroad right-of-way which has obviously been sprayed with
herbicides. 1 recommend that this sample be taken, at sample locaion
840037 where trlchloropropane was detected and where the Influence of
herbicides and oil runoff from the railroad bed Is lessened.

The upstream sample is necessary as a control, however, the sample
should not be taken from the Schuylklll River. A sediment sample from
a similarly vegetated area west of the wetlands would be more representa-
tive. In addition, a chronic bioassay on the air stripper effluent
after the process Is upgraded Is strongly recommended.

3. ERM proposes collection of 5 samples from the ponds and 10
samples from the remainder of the wetland/floodplaln area. (Baker
proposes no additional soil sampling). Assuming that the 10 sample
locations are randomly selected over the 5 acres (approximately) of
wetland/floodplaln north of the swamp, hot spots would have to be of
a radius greater than 31 meters (approximately) to have a 95X probability
of detection.
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If the purpose of the sampling Is to identify all contaminated
areas which may need to be excavated, then the additional soil samples
In this area are sufficient in number. Because the two samples taken In
the area outside of the swamp did not show TCP contamination, because of
the potential ability of the wetland to trap sediments and filter pollutants
and because of the hydrologic characteristics at the site, contamination
is probably confined to the swamps, ponds, and drainage areas. Therefore,
I do not think that additional soil samples are essential. The degree of
contamination in the swamp and pond was documented In the RI and the
additional 5 pond samples are probably not necessary.

Note also that ERM proposes analyses only for those organic compounds
previously detected in the wetland area. Soil and sediment analyses should
be for those compounds Identified onalte and offsite.

4. Baker proposes SG/RE toxlclty tests Instead of bloaccumulatlon
studies. EIMPB believes that plant and animal samples should be taken
at the site to determine whether contaminants have entered the foodchaln.
(This sampling would only be applicable if an indicator compound, such
as trlchloropropane, were determined to bioaccumulate). We are assuming
that the purpose of the additional wetland sampling Is to collect data
to support an action plan.

In the most simplistic scenario, if soils/sediments are contalminated
but wildlife is not, then contaminants appear to be relatively immobile
and a "no action" plan may be justifiable. Alternatively, the presence
of indicator compounds in wildlife indicates that contaminants have mobilized
Into the food chain and an "action" plan may be warranted.

The Baker proposal identifies three reasons for not performing these
analyses. EIMPB's previous memo (dated 6/4/85) provides justification
for this work and the following comments address the three items raised
by Baker. First, although laboratory results may not always be correlated
to biological Impacts, the sampling can identify whether tissue levels are
greater than background or offsite levels. Second, FWS routinely analyzes
animal tissue (e.g., snapping turtles at Tlnlcum Marsh) and should be
contacted for guidance on sampling and analytical methodology. Third,
though EPA's primary concern is potential human health impacts, the
maintenance and restoration of the native ecology should be adequately
addressed during this process.
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To identify these potential impacts we recommend the following types
of samples be taken:

a) freshwater clams or molluscs taken at a location upstream and
downstream of the site. Pish are not recommended because this area of
the Schuylklll is closed to fishing because of high levels of pesticides
In tissue.

b) three plant samples, preferably Carex -p., taken offsite, In
the swamp area, and near the tributary receiving stripper effluent.

c) samples taken from resident carnivores at one location onsJ.ce
and one location offslte. Sugggested species are either the snapping
turtle oc shrew.

5. Because wetlands often play an Important role in ground water
discharge, continued monitoring at the four wells should be considered.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact
me. I would appreciate the opportunity to review the final work plan and
provide any other assistance you may need for the site assessment,

cci A. Ferdas (3HU21)
R. Preston (3KS30)
T. Travers (3HW12)
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